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"It was also reported to FBI that Lopez had a brother in the Cuban
military who was studying in the Soviet Union.

On November 17, 1963, according to several sources, Lopez was at
a get-together at the home of Mary Quist, a member of the Tampa Chapter
of the Fair Play for Cuba Committee, where color slides of Cuba were
shown.

[Tlhere was some talk about Gilberto Lopez haviﬂg been at
the Quist residence for some time waiting for a telephone
call from Cuba which was very important. It was understood
that it all depended on his getting the "go ahead order"

for him to leave the United States. He indicated he had
been refused travel back to his native Cuba .. . . (TAB )=

On November 20, 1963, Lopez obtained a Mexican tourist card-at
the Honorary Consulate of Mexico in Tampa. He crossed the border into
Mexico at Nuevo Laredo on November 23. Apparently because Lopez was
not listed as the driver of any vehicle crossing the border that day,
FBI concluded he crossed in a privately owned automobile owned by an-
other persomn.

On December 10, 1963, at the regular monthly meeting of the Tampa
FPCC, a Mrs. Christina Amor told the group that she had telephoned Cuba
at 5:00 a.m. and learned Lopez had arrived there safeiy via Texas and
Mexico., On January 16, 1964, Mrs. Amor reportedly said Lopez had bor-
rowed $190 prior to his leaving for Mexico.

On September 3, 1964, Agapito Gonzalez told FBI that he was ac-
quainted with Lopez. According to Gonzalez, Lopez borrowed $150 for

his travel from Isabel Lopez but repaid only $25. Another source re-

ported that as of September 1964, Lopez was not working in Cuba and

* President Kennedy made several public appearances in Tampa on Novem-
ber 18. SEE AT e g R
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spent a great deal of time playing dominoes.

The preceding was the extent of the FBI's and CIA's investigation.

80 far as we can determine, neither FBI .nor CIA told the Warren Commis-

sion about Lopez. In responding to the Commission's request for infor-
mation on the Miami chapter of FPCC, FBI mentioned the Tampa chapter
had 16 members in 1961 and was active in May 1963. The FBI response
does not mention Lopez or the November and Deﬁember 1963—meetings.
Moreover, a possible connection between Oswald and the Tampa chap-
ter of FPCC was already indicated. Oswald applied to V. T. Lee, na-
tional president of the FPCC, for a charter for a New Orleéans chapter.
Lee wrote Oswald oﬁ May 29, 1963, suggesting Oswald get in touch with
the Tampa chaptgr, which V. T. Lee had personally organized. Thus,
the suspicious travel of Lopez coupled with the possibility that Os-
wald had contacted the Tampa chapter certainly should have prompted a
far more thorough investigation than FBI conducted and should have been
volunteered to the Warren Commission, regardless of its failure to re-

quest the information.
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4, .Findings and Conclusions

From the foregoing discussion, we make these findings. The War-
ren Commission. was not aware of the full extent of CIA's covert opera-
tions against Cuba, especially the AMLASH operation, which might have
greatly affected its investigation into Oswald's Cuban connections.
The Nossenko matter was not resolved satisfactorily by the time the

Warren Commission went out of existence and it remains unresolved,

The CIA's investigation of Oswald's connections with Cuba was, in hind-

'sight; far from adequate. CIA may have possessed relevant information

HY 50335

about Oswald and his contacts with Cuban exiles, but CIA apparently
neither informed the Warren Commission of this fact nor conducted an
independent investigation. Finally, CIA's and FBI's investigation of
the substantial and significant information they developed about Gil-
berto Lopez and their failure to pass any of this information to the
Warren Commission constitutes a major flaw in the Warren Commission's
investigation.

We conclude from our preliminary investigation that these defi-
ciencies in CIA's investigation of the assassination cast doubt as to
the adequacy of the Warren Commission's Report.  They also increase
the probability that a more thorough investigation would conclude that
Oswald acted in concert with others.

Furthermore, we conclude that the deficiencies we have noted in
the CIA's investigation of President Kennedy's assassination raise
substantial questions about the adequacy of its counterintelligence

capability. CIA's apparent inability to collect relevant information

A i
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from-sensitive sources and its failure to follow what seem to be sub-
stantial leads have not been adequately explained and CIA's compart-
mentation either prevented its own investigators from having access
to all relevant evidence or permitted some at CIA to withheold such
evidence.

We also conclude that the system for exchanging counterintelli-
gence information between agencies and :confusion of responsibility
among the agencies caused substantial problems in investigating the_
assassination.

Finally, it should be noted that we are not oblivious to the pos-
sibility that high-level Government officials may have been informed
of relevant evidence, even though it wﬁs not provided to the Warren
Commission. For example, although we have no evidence that such of-
ficials were aware of the AMLASH operation or the evidence pointing
to possible Cuban involvement, a major review of Cuban policy was ini-
tiated immediately after the assassination, and previous indications

of support for AMLASH's proposals were withdrawn after the assassina-

tion.
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Were there Connections between Oswald and U.S. Intelligence

~-The Warren Commission investigated the charge that Oswald

had in some way been an agent for the U.S. Government and concluded:
Thus, close scrutiny of the records of the Federal
agencies involved and the testimony of the responsible
officials of the U.S. Governemnt establish that there
was absolutely no type of informant or undercover re-
lationship between an agency of the U.S5. Government
and Lee Harvey Oswald at any time. (WR 327)

Nevertheléss, Warren Commission critics have continuously

asserted such a relationship existed. For example, it-has been

claimed that Oswald was an agent for military intelligence and

defected to the Soviet Union at its instigation; that Oswald was

likewise an agent for CIA; and that he was an agent for or an

informant of FBI. Such allegations often cite the rather unusual

circumstances of his defection to Russia, his ease in returning to the

United States, and the apparent lack of interest in him by U.S.

intelligence prior to the assassination.

Indeed we agree these were ﬁnusual circumstances and we found

no satisfactory explanation for them. For example, despite evidence

that the Navy, FBI and State Department were extremely interested

in and did determine the precise date and place Oswald would return

to the United States he was not interviewed by FBI until three

weeks after his return.

We have received testimony from a former CIA employee, Mr.
Deneselya, claiming to have read a CIA report of a debriefing of

a re-defector, who had been in Minsk and who was either a corporal or

captain in the military. We reviewed the cases of other re-defectors
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noting many were debriefed By CIA as well as FBI. And, CIA docu-
ments disclose that at least some at CIA had prior to Oswald's
return proposed he be debriefed.

Because of CIA's interest in re-defectors and because of the.
testimony indicating a possible debriefing of Oswald,ﬁﬁe conclude
that some CIA debriefing of Oswald after his return would be expected.
Nevertheless, we have been unable to locate any evidence of a CIA
debriefing. The Oswald file at CIA contains no record of any contéct,
the records of the Domestic Contacts Division kthe Cigﬁbivision
Deneéelya alleged to be the originator of the report he saw)

. denies having any record of a debriefing. At our request, CIA
‘reviewed its data base on Minsk and stated it could locate no
information which it could attribute to Oswald.¥

While the fact that Oswald was not debriefed by CIA after his
return can be consﬁrued to suggest he was an agent of U.S. intelli-
gence -- and so not debriefed -- we found no evidence to contradict
the Warren Commission's finding that he was ﬁot an agent. There is
nothing in any of CIA's files we reviewed to suggest Oswald was
employed by CIA. Moreover, present CIA officials state they have

found nothing, after an extensive search, to indicate he was so

* One CIA employee did recall reading a debriefing of Oswald.
He thought he saw it after the assassination. He was shown copies
of the three known FBI debriefings of Oswald but could not positively
identify any as the report he saw; however, he indicated one report
might have been the one he saw. Assuming CIA's denial of such a
debriefing is correct, the only explanation for his recollection is
that he saw some version of information on Oswald, such as his diary,
which CIA acquired after the assassination. (TAB )]
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employed.
currently with CIA is aware of such a relationship with Oswald in light
of CIA's agtempts to uncover all past questionable activity.*
Furthermore, from the time of Oswald's defection to Russia in
1959 until after the assassination, procedures required CIA be
informed of the names of all agents used by any U.S. intelligence
agency. This procedure obviously was neceésary in order to avoid
two agencies using the same individual. For example, Army intelli-
gence was required to clear with CIA the name of any .agent it interded
to use. CIA is not aware of any agency's circumvention of this pro-
cedure. So, the fact that the CIA has no fecord of Oswald being
an agent of U.S. intelligence substantiates the denials by other
intelligence agencies that they used him. (TAB )
Thus, with one qualification we conclude Oswald was not em-
ployéd by CIA or any other U.S. intelligence agency at any time
for any reason. We feel it necessary to qualify chis conclusion
because as will be discussed in more detail, infra, the extreme
compartmentation of information within CIA makes it possible for
CIA to employ agents without centralized clearance and without
records retrievable by anyone other than knowledgeable CIA employees.
While we have no reason to believe this possibility is a real one,

we cannot discount it. Indeed CIA's compartmentation permits only

* Similar questions were posed by the Rockefeller Commission.
CIA's answer was the same. (TAB )
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the Director to have access to all information about all Agency

relationships with agents. (TAB ) However, Director McCone

in 1964 denied, under oath, that Oswald was in any way connected
with CIA. (TAB ) He remains the only person qualified to make

such a flat statement: and we have no reason to doubt its truth.

DocId: 32423529 Page 22



Discussion: Alleged Oswald FBI Connections

A, The 1964 Allegation,.

On Wednesday, Januafy 22, 1964, J. W. Rankin recéived a call
from the then Attorney General of Texas, Waggoner Carr.‘ Mr.”
Carr stated that he had received on a confidential basis an
allegation to the effect that Oswald was an undercover agent for
the FBI since September of 1962 and that he had been patd $200
a month from an account designated as No. 179. Carr indicated
that this allegation was in the hands of the press and defense
counsel for Ruby and suggested that his information came ultimately
.from District Attorney Henry Wade, although he stated that he had
not discussed this matter with Wade.
Rankin immediately informed the Chief Justice of these
allegations and a meeting of the Commission was called for
5:30 p.m. on Wednesday, January 22, 1964. Rankin then laid out
the allegations for the attending members. In response to
Senator Cooper's query as to how the Commission could test ''this
kind of thing," Rankin responded:
It is going to be very difficult for us to
be able to establish the facts in it. I am
confident that the FBI would never admit it,
gnd I presume their records will never show
1t.

Rankin later in the meeting informed the Committee:
Secondly, there is this matter too that is a

consideration, that is somewhat an issue in
this case, and I suppose vou are all aware of it.
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That is that the FBI is very explicit that Oswald
is the assassin or was the assassin, and they are
very explicit that there was no conspiracy, and
they are also saying in the same place that they
are continuing their investigation. WNow in my
experience of almost nine years, in the first
place it is hard to get them to say when you.
think you have got a case tight enough to convict
somebody, that that is the person that committed
the crime. In my experience with the FBI they
don't do that. They claim that they don't evalu-
ate, and it is uniform prior experience that they
don't do that. Secondly they have not run out
all kinds of leads in Mexico or in Russia and so
forth which they could probably . . -. . It-:ds.
not our business, it is the very ..

On Friday, January 24, 1964, Rankin and Chief Justice
Warren met at Commission headquarters with Attormey General
Carr, District Atﬁorney Wade, Assistant District Attorney Alexander,
Mr. Jaworski and Dean Storey. They were informed that the sources

for the Oswald informant allegations were several reporters,

including Houston Post reporter Hudkins.

On Friday evening, January 24, 1964, Rankin was informed
that the Secret Service had interviewed Allen Swett, Chief of
the Sheriff's Office in Dalles, regarding the Oswald informant
allegations. Swett stated that he received the allegation from

Alexander. He also mentioned Houston Post reporter Hudkins

a source of the information.
All of the above was presented to the full Commission on

Monday, January 27, 1964. The transcript reflects the concern

‘of the Commission members with this allegation, and more

DocXd: 32423529 Page 94



HW 509535

specifically their desire to not offend Mr. Hoover and avoid the
appearance of accusing the FBI. Various possible approaches

to "running down" the allegations were discussed. It was decided
that Rankin would inform Hoover directly of these allééétions,
and allow the FBI the opportunity to refute the allegations.

On February 6, 1964 Mr. Hoover submitted an affidavit wherein
he categorically stated that Oswald was never an informant of

the FBI. On February 12, 1964 the Director forwarded to the Com-
mission nine additional affidavits | "executed by Bureau personnel
of this Bureau who, because of their assignments, would have been
responsible for or cognizant of any attempt to develop Lee Harvey
Oswald as an informant of the FBL.''¥

An undated Rankin memorandum states that on or about
January 23, 1963 he came acrdss a Secret Service Agent Bertram's
report reflecting a 12/10/63 interview of Hudkins. Significantly,
the report contains information on Jack Ruby; ‘there is no refer-
ence to Hudkins having made any ""Oswald informant allegations.™
However, Bertram reinterviewed Hudkins on December 17, 1963, and
he then advised that Allen Swett mentioned 'that is was his opinion
that Oswald was being paid $200 a month by the FBI as an inform-
ant in connection with subversive investigations, and was assigned

the number 172.

* Special Agents Shanklin, Clark, Hosty, Carter, Brown,
Howe, Maynor, Quigley and Lynn.. Also submitted was an affidavit
of retired S.A. John Fain.
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v'By’letter dated February 11, 1964 Director Hoover informed
the Warren Commission as to tﬁé_3ﬁ£eau's interﬁiew with Hudkins.
Hudkins told the FBI that a government official (not a federal
official in Dallas) had told him that 'Oswald was on the payroll

of either the FBI or CIA with voucher number 179 and that he

had received no less than $150 a month and no more than $225

a month." Hudkins further stated that Philadelphia Inguirer

reporter Joseph Golden had also mentioned to him that Oswald was
/an FBI informant, but with a wvoucher number different from 179.
{The FBI report on their interview with Golden states that Golden
declined to identify his source beyond stating that he '"had

obtained the information from a law enforcement officer in Dallas.™

Not surprisingly, Hudkins' version of the events differed from

that set forth in the FBI report and is succintly set forth below.
Hudkins testified that on or about January 3, 1964, he

visited Allan Sweatt at the Dallas sheriff's office and was

told told that FBI agent Vicent Drain -- who was then with the

Chief Criminal Deputy -~ had been trying to find him. Hudkins

met with Drain and ancther FBI agent (name unknown), and told

them in no uncertain terms that No. $-172 was made up (i.e.,

it never existed). Hudkins explained that Hugh Aynesworth -and

William Alexander, and he had "made up" the informant story

during their three-way telephone conversation in early December
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as” a means of determining whetﬁer any of their teléphones were
being tapped. According to Hudkins, within thirty minutes of
this conversation an FBI agent from the Houston office (name
unknown) dropped by his office and asked whether he.ﬁéd heard
anything about Oswald having a payroll number. Hudkins further
testified that similar occurrences took place at both Alexander's
‘and Aynesworth's offices. Hudkins stated that he could not
understand "why the Bureau let the Warren Coﬁmission go through
all that crap about Oswald being an FBI infqrmant;"

Following up on the new version of Hu@kins' allegations,
the staff spoke with Messrs. Alexander and Aynesworth who both
unéquivocally deny Hudkins' version of the phone call and
alleged subsequent FBI agent visits to their respective offices.

In response to a document request, the Bureau assured us that

they have no materials indicating that Hudkins was interviewed

and/or contacted by the FBI prior to February 8, 1964. The
staff concluded that there was no basis for any further inves-

tigation of Hudkins' specific allegations.
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-~ B. MORE RECENT ALLEGATIONSE"STAFF‘REViEW

On January 22, 1964, the allegation that Oswald was an
FBI informant was brought to the Commissioner's attention by
Texas officials. The manner in which the allegation came to the
Commissioner's attention and the Commissioner's subsequent in-
quiries are treated in detail in the preceding section. J. Edgar
Hoover and John MecCone each presented the Commission with an
affidavit, wherein they uneéuivocally denied that Oswaid was ever,
at any time, in any way, shape or form, associated with or em-
ployed by their respective agency. Similar affidavits of S. A.s
Shanklin, Clark, Hosty, Carter, Brown, Howe, Maynor, Fain, Quigley,
and Lynn were also submitted to the Commission.

More recently, in sworn Committee testimony, S.A.s Hosty and
DeBrueys denied any Bureau relationship with Oswald. Although the
staff is not permitted to physically review raw FBI files, in
response to explicit Committee requests the Bureau has informed us
that they have no documents indicating that Oswald was ever a
Bureau "source, infbrmant, agent or asset."”

A recently reviewed March 1964 FBI memorandum recounts a
conversation in which White House aide Walter Jenkins advised
Assistant Director Cartha DeLoach that an FBI agent, transferred to
Dallas from New Orleans in January 1964, had told a close personal
friend that Oswald had ‘been an FBI informant. The documents re-

viewed by the staff did not indicate what, if any, inquiries the
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Bureau made-as a result of this allegation. By letter, dated
February 12, 1976, we requested delivery of all such materials
from the Bureau.

On January 17, 1976, we interviewed a former FBI'égent whose
assignment to the Bureau's Kansas City auto-theft squad overlapped
with Hosty's for some three months in late 1964 and early 1965.
This ex-agent is positive that Hosty told him that both Hosty and
the Dallas Agent whe had handled the Oswald case prior to Hosty
[i.e., John Fain] had attempted to develop Oswald as a potential
security informant ("'PSI"). More specifically, the agent quoted
Hosty as stating: |

Hosty told us that [Fain] had had no

contact with Oswald, and that one of the

last acts the older agent did before he re-

tired was to deactivate the Oswald file as

a PSI. When Hosty came into his new job

in Dallas, he decided to reopen the Oswald

file as PSI. Hosty commented that as part

of his effort to reopen the Oswald matter,

he left notes at Oswald's apartment, urging

him to get in touch with the FBI. I recall

Hosty commenting that although he had listed

Oswald as a PSI, he had not had any contact

with him.
The agent also supplied us with the names of certain other agents
in the squad to whom he believes Hosty also made these statements.
In a recent staff interview, one of these agents denied these

accusations: however, he is, by his own admission, a close friend

of Hosty's. The sworn testimony of another named agent will be
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taken on February 17, 1976.

There are numerous facts in the record which raise the
issue of Hosty's real relationship with Oswald. We know that
approximately two weeks befo;e the assassination, Oswald left a
note for Hosty at the FBI's Dallas Field Office, asking him to
stop bothering his wife. (See discussion, infra, at | ).
Marina was interviewed by Hosty four days afte: the assassination.
She refused to answer his qﬁeétions and accused Hosty 5f having
harassed her in his previous interviéws; her undisguised hostility
and anger toward Hosty on that occasion, like that of Oswald him-
self when Hosty appeared at the interrogation session right after his
arrest, is surprising if Hosty only visited the Paine home twice
and these viéits were as innocuous as he, Marina and Ruth Paine
all testified. Indeed, the documents reveal that not even J. Edgar
Hoover could understand why Hosty visited the Paine house a second
time on.November 5, 1963, to again ask for Oswald's home address,
when he had learned five days earlier that stald worked at the
Book Depository. You are aware that Hosty's name, office address,
and office telephone, and automobile license plate numbers were in

Oswald's notebook.*

* You are also aware of the explanations offered by Hosty and
Marina for the Hosty information being in Oswald's notebook. Interest-
ingly enough, the Bureau initially failed to inform the Commission of
these entries; an omission subsequently explained in the affidavit
of SA Gemberling. The staff has not reexamined the circumstances

-— gsurrounding that incident.
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. The staff has reviewed documents and received testimony re-
flecting the intense pressure on agents to develop informants.
The emphasis was first on quantity, second on quality. Agents
have also told us that contrary to established procedures many
agents would not report initial contacts and/or attempts to
develop an informant; even if they did report it, however, 1963
FBI procedures initially required only the permission of the
Special Agent in Charge. Tﬁué, between the time of thé decision
to develop a person as a PSI and the initial contact, there would
be no documentary record on the person at headquarters; there would
only be a single sheet of paper in the field offices’ 134 file
that would not be cross referenced into any other file (such as
the Security File the Dallas office had on Oswald).

Finally, William Walter -- the ex-FBI file clerk who claims
to have seen a November 17, 1963, teletype which stated that a
revolutionaiy group might attempt to assassinate President Kennedy
in Dallas (see discussion, infra, at Yy -- also claims to have
seen an informant file on Oswald in the New Orleans field office.
However, as noted above, both SAs Kaack and DeBrueys have told
us that Oswald was not an informant of the Bureau in New _Orleans;
similar statements were made by SAC Maynor and SA Quigley in
affidavits submitted to the Warren Commission. Recently, Walter
himself admitted to the staff that the file he thought was an in-

formant file might well have been Oswald's security file.
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ALLEGATION: THAT A NOVEMBER 17, 1963, BUREAU TELETYPE ADVISED OF
THREAT THAT PRESIDENT KENNEDY WOULD BE ASSASSINATED IN DALLAS

-A. The Bureau's Documentary Record

William S. Walter, a former‘securfty clerk in the New
Orleans FBI Office told Mark Lane, in early Januarf of 1968,
that on the morning of November 17, 1963, while on duf;l he
received a teletype message which was directed to all southern
field offices of the FBI. The message reportedly stated that
a "militant revolutionary group may attempt to assass;nate
President Kennedy on proposed trip to Dallas, ﬁovember 22, 1963."
Walter claimed that he had called the SAC and informéd him of the
message. Lane publicly revealed this information later in
January, 1968, dﬁring an appearance on the Johnny Carson tele-
vision show.

On Februar§ 1, 1968, Walter denied to the FBI that he had
ever received or saw such a teletype or message. However, on
March 9, 1968, Walter's attorney contacted the U.S. Attorney's
Office in New Orleans, to determine if Walter would be in violation
of Federal law if he testified before a State grand jury and
divulged information gained during his employment with the FBI.
Subsequently, on March 15, 1968, the attorney and Walter advised
that he had received such a teletype as described above, while
working the midnight to 8 a.m. shift on November 17, 1963. He

sald he "probably'" notified SAC Harry G. Maynor of receipt of the

teletype, since that was routine procedure. Walter said he did
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not have a copy of the teletype, he did not give a copy to Lane,
and he did not know who would have a copy.

The Bureau reinterviewed Walter égain on March 26, 1968.

He insisted that he did receive such a teletype, and tﬁét there
were other clefical employees of the New Orleans Office who knew
of it, but he refused to identify any of them.

SAC Harry G. Maynor denled any knowledge of such a teletype,
as did all special agents and clerlcal personnel in New Orleans,
in March 1968, who were.there in November 1963. A summary of the
Bureau's search of its 1968 heédquarters records revealed that no-such
communication between November 1 through November 22, 1963, was
found. Similarly, all southern FBI field offices responded
negatively to a Bureau search slip.

On May 8, 1968, the Bureau learned from one of Garrison's
investigators that Walter had told Garrison that he had a copy of
the teletype. The Bureau immediately reinterviewed Walter. He
denied having a copy of the teletype.

The Bureau and the Department of Justice concluded that the
Walter's teletype allegation was false. However, the Department’s
recommendation that Walter be prosecuted for supplying false in-
formation to a Government official was, for a reason. not reflected
in the documentary record never followed up.

The investigation of the alleged teletype remained dormant

until September 9, 1975, when Tom Johnson, Publisher, Dallas Times
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Herald, related to Director Kelley and Assistant to the Director
Adams, an allegation he recently réceived, which allegation, in
essence, restated Walter's claim. Although Johnson refused to
identify his source, the Bureau assumed 'it could only be Walter."
(Coincidently, Johnson was thé newsman who had initially contacted
the Bureau on the destruction of the Oswald note.)

On September 17, 1975, Johnson orally furnished the Dallas
field office with what he had been informed was the wofﬁing and
format of the November 17, 1963, teletype. [A copy of this alleged
teletype is attached at Tab c.] Tﬁe conclusion reached by the ‘
FBI's Communications Section was that numerous inconsistencies in
the teletype (i.e., deviations from the Bureau's standard format
and normal practices "indicated that it was contrived or recon-

structed from memory." However, the Communications' analysts did
note two caveats: (1) that the errors might be attributable to the
‘dictation, and; (2) it is "not inconceivable that a series of co-
incidences could have resulted in a messagé similar to that pre-
sented.'" The Bureau interviewed all living personnel -- agents

and clerical -- who were in the New Orleans office in November, 1963.
All denied knowledge of the teletype. The Bureau also interviewed
the headquarters' communications clerk, whose initials allegedly

appeared on the teletype; he, unequivocally, under oath, denied

sending it. The Bureau's stated investigative conclusion
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was -that no such teletype had been sent.

On September 22, 1975, Johnson told Adams that his source
(assumed by the Bureau to be Walter) was extremely concerned over
possible prosecutive action in the event he made available an
actual copy of the teletype. Adams requested and received
authorization to inform Wélter that he would be granted immunity
for "purloining, possessing, or not previously making available
this alleged stolen documenﬁ;; Adams immediatély infoémed Johnson,
and a conference call was arranged between Johnson, Walter, and
Adams. Adams' memorandum reflects that even after the offer of
immunity, Walter denied having the teletype. Adams noted, "He's
playing games with us."

B. Discussion

No information was ever made available to the Warren
Commission which indicated that the Bureau had {eceived information
that an attempt on the President's life would be made by any group
or person, in Dallas, Texas. If the alleged Noveﬁber 17, 1963,
teletype had, in fact, been sent, it is perfectly clear that
the information which prompted the teletype's dispatch had been
withheld from the Commission.

Walter told us that he did receive such a teletype and
definitively informed SAC Maynor of this fact. He identified

certain other New Orleans' ex-FBI clerical personnel whom he knew

had seen this teletype. However, both the Bureau and Robert Fink
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of the House Government Operations Subcommittee had interviewed
these clerical personnel and been informed that they had neither
seen nor heard about the alleged teletybe. Indeed, they were
among the New Orleans' FBI personnel that had made such denials
in sworn affidavits furnished to the Bureau during the course of
its internal investigation.

Although the copy of the alleged teletype that the Bureau's
Communications Section had‘éritically reviewed had notfbeen
supplied by Walter, and Walter's stated version of the-teletype
appears to eliminate the discrepancies in format noted by the
Bureau, Walter admitted that his experience in handling teletypes
would allow him to fabricate a perfect one if he desired to do so.

Conclusion:

The staff did not conduct an independent investigation of the
Walter allegation. Each of the Bureau's New Orleans's personnel
who were in a position where they were likely to have been made
aware of the teletype have denied any knowledge of it under oath.
Similar denials have been made by headquarter's personnel.

The Bureau's investigation of the teletype allegation appears
to have been exhaustive; the staff has uncovered no evidence which
suggests that the Bureau's investigative findings and conclusions

are impeachable.
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Allegation: That the FBI and/or the Secret Service
Withheld Information Relating to J, A, Milteer's

Threat to Assassinate President Kennedy.

The documentary record available to the Committee reveals
that National States Rights Party member J, A. Milteer aséerted
during a November 9, 1963 conversation that President Kennedy
would be assassinated by someone using a high-powered rifle
from the window of a tall building, that Jack Brown of Chat-
tanooga, Tennessee, was a man who might'do the job and "that
afterward officers would leave no stone untufned trying to
find the killer, they will pick up someone within hours after-
ward just to throw the public off." This conversation was
recorded by Miami Police Department informant William Sommerset,
and verbatim transcripts were disseminated to the Secret Service
and the FBI on November 11, 1963. However, the reports provided
the Warren Commission neither recounted that the threat had
been recorded nor the specifics of the threat. Thus, the
Commission had no reason to distinguish this threat from the
huﬁdreds of unsubstantiated allegations that poured into the
Bureau subsequent to the assassination.

On November 26, 1963, Sommerset provided additional infor-
mation on Milteer, the reliability of which was established by
the‘taﬁes of a November 23, 1963 conversation. On that date,

Milteer was in the Union Train Station, Jacksonville, Florida,
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where he ;tateq that he was jubilant over the death of
P;esident Kennedy, that he had stopped in Dallas on an auto-
mobile trip through southern cities, and that everything had
run true to form, Milteer further stated that:

I guess you thoﬁght I was kidding you'when I

said he would be killed from a window with a

high-powered rifle.

On December 1, 1963, two FBI agents inte;viewed,Milteer
in Quitman, Georgia. According to their report:

Miiteer embhatically denied ever making threats
to assassinate President Kennedy or partici-
pating in such threats. He stated he has never
heard anyone make such threats. He also denied
ever having visited Dallas, Texas.

The Bureau documents we reviewed -- which documents we
were told represented all FBI materials gathered on Milteer
during the course of the assassination investigation -- revealed
that on the basis of Milteer's statements to the agents, and
information indicating that Milteer was in Quitman, Georgia
on November 22, 1963, the Bureau conducted no further investi-
gation of Milteer or his known associates, one of whom was Don
Burros [whose name was found in Oswald's notebook].

The Secret Service reéponse to the November 9, 1963,
Milteer threat is also instructive. By letter, dated January
9, 1976, the staff posed to the Secret Service certain questions
relating to Milteer and the President's November 1963 Miami and

Dallas trips. In summary, the Service acknowledged receipt of

a transcript of the tape, and the fact that further investigation
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of certain named persons associated with right wing groups
h;d been predicated ﬁpon receipt of the '"Milteer information."
They assert that this investigation established that none of"
these persons were in the Miami area on November 18, 1963.
Interestingly enough, the Secret Service response to the

question of whether Milteer's threat was considered in connec-
tion with the President's visit to Dallas on November 22, 1963,
was not that they conducted a similar investigation .in Dallas
-but that:

In the absence of any information from the FBI

to indicate any of the Milteer connected indivi-

duals were coming to, or were present in, Dallas,

this particular case was not considered critical,
This response is surprising in that theré is no record that
the FBI was monitoring the activities of any of the named
persons on anything approaching a'daily basis or that -- with
the exception of Milteer himself -- the Bureau had information
indicating that any of these persons constituted a threat to

the safety of the President, a prerequisite at that time to

the dissemination of FBI information to the Secret Service.¥*

* The record does establish that the name of one known member
of a right wing group in the Dallas area was provided tu the
Secret service by the FRI. However, he was not one of the
"Milteer connected" individuals.
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Allegation Re: Windshield of the Presidential Limousine

The &taff's initial review of Warren Commission materials
raised the issue of whether the front windshield sent to the
FBI laboratory for examination (and later admitted into evidence
by the Warren pommission) was the same windshield as the one onx
the limousine at the time it was returned from Dallas to Washington
on the evening of the assassination.

The Presidential limousine was flown from Dallas-to Washington
and driven to.the White Houée garage late in the evening of November
22, 1963. Secret Service Agent Charles E. Taylor had been assigned
responsibility for the security of the limousine upon its arrival
at Andrews Air Force Base; he rode in the front passenger seat
while the car was driven to the White House garage. Taylor observed
" the three and one-half hour examination of the limousine conducted
by five FBI experts between 2 a.m. and 5 a.m. on November 23, 1963.
His report, dated November 27, ;963, contains the following
language:

0f particular note was the small hole just left

- of center in the windshield from which what
appeared to be bullet fragments were removed .*

Secret Service Agents Davis and Eies were also present for the FBI
examination: their respective reports stated that they noticed the
damage to the front windshield when-the car arrived at the White
House garage, that both of them ran their hands over the outside

of the windshield and found it to be smooth and unbroken, and that

% The windshield represented to be the one removed from the
Presidential limousine is presently stored at the National
Archives. Staff examination revealed that this windown has an
internal defect just left of center; there is no hole.

T ¢
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damage to the windshield was entirely to the inside surface *

i On November 26, 1963 the windshield was removed from the
limousine and stored at the White House garage. In March 1964,
at the request of the Warren Commission, the Secret Service
delivered the windshield to the Bureau. The windshield was sub-

sequently examined at the FBI laboratory; this examination

and the prior examination of the limousine were the subjects of

FBI lab inspector Robert A. Frazier's testimony before the Warren. -

Commission, (Vol, V, p. 69). In response to a question posed by
Commission counsel Arlen Specter, Mr. Frazier stated "I prepared
the formal report of the entire examination of the limousgine."
(Vol. V, p.. 69) A Life Magazine article in the November 25, 1966
issue quotes Specter as stating:

One of the most impressive pieces of evidence,

says Specter, is the FBI report on an examination

of the limousine. It concludes that no part of

the car's interior was struck by a whole bullet.
Despite a specific Commission request on March 18, 1964 for 'the
report on the examination conducted by the FBI on the President's
automébile on November 23, 1963," the staff has not been able to
locate any such report in the Warren Commission files. 1Indeed,
the FBI recently informed this Committee that they could not find
any report reflecting the examination; they were able to locate

s -
four pages of the examiner's handwritten notes?* Neither Agent

Frazier nor any other Bureau employee has been able to examine

* FBI photographs of the windshield allegedly taken during
the course of this examination of the limousine do not establish
one way or the other whether there was a hole in the windshield.

%% These handwritten notes mention an internal defect in the
windshield just left of center. Lead tracings were removed from
HY 50955 Dqdjd:37498829 ofadvhaiwindshield at this point.
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The staff interviewed Secret Service Agent Taylor on
December 10; 1975. On that occasion Tavlor was positive that
there had been a hole through the windshield. He stated that a
pin could definitely be inserted through this hole from one side
of the windshield to the other. However, the staff was not con-
vinced that Taylor had actually had the opportunity to examine
what he believed to be a hole. With Committee staff present,
Taylor recently examined the. windshield at the Archives. He
stated that the windshield was aé he had seen it in 1963; i.e.
contrary to ﬁis report, there was an internal defect and not
a penetration. The staff subsequently prepared an affidavit
and forwarded it to the Secret Service for Mr. Taylor'é review

and signature.
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ALLEGATION: OSWALD DELIVERED A NOTE TO THE BUREAU'S DALLAS FIELD.
OFFICE SOME TWO WEEKS PRIOR TO THE ASSASSINATION

On or about July 2, 1975, Thomas Johnson,_of the Dallas Times

Herald, advised recently retired Dallas SAC Gordon Shanklin that
an individual, whose identity he could not reveal, haq_told him
that Oswal& had visited the FBI-office in Dallas sometime prior
to the assassination; that Oswald left a note -- allegedly threat-
ening in nature -- for the Agent who had been handling the Bureau's
investigation of Oswald; and that neither Oswald's visit nor the .
note. was reported prior to or following the assassination of
President Kennedy. Shanklin advised that Johnson should contact
the Bureau directly, and suggested Assistant to the Director
James Adams.

On July 7, 1975, Johnson met in Washington, DC, with Adams
and Director Kelley repeating the aforementioned allegations. The
Attorney General was advised of the allegations on July 8, 1975,
and informed that the Bureau intended to conduct an inquiry re-
garding them.

On July 8, 1975, a conference was held in Director Kelley's
office. In attendance, in addition to Mr. Adams, were Gordon

Shanklin (former SAC Dallas),* Thepdore Gpnderson (SAC Dallas),

* TIn that Shanklin had recently retired from the Bureau and
P the alleged destruction of the note involved the field office
' of which he had been in charge, his attendance at the meeting
is surprising. ' C
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S.A._ William Nettles (who has assigned to him the assassination
case), and Harold Bassett (Assistant Director in Charge of the
Inspection Division). The handling of the investigation was dis-
cussed, and Bassett was assigned personal responsibility for
handling it.

The Bureau's initial file review did not develop any informa-
tion indicating that Oswald had ever visited the Dallas Office of
the FBI or that he had left a note. Initial iﬁterviewg"bf per-
sonnel assigned, in 1963, to the Dallas field office did establish
that:

(1) Lee Harvey Oswald did, in fact, visit the office

some two or three ﬁeeks.prior‘to the assassination;

(2) That Oswald asked to see S. A. James Hosty, and

upon being informed that he was not in, left a note

for Hosty;

(3) That the note was destroyed after assassination.
However, the FBI's investigation failed to establish:

(1) whether the note was threatening in nature;

{(2) at whose instruction the note was destroyed;

(3) the motives behind the note's destruction.

As to the wording of the note, accounts vary. The receptionist
recalled that the note read as follows: 'Let this be a warning. 1

will blow up the FBI and the Dallas Police Department if you don't
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stop. bothering my wife. Signed - Lee Harvey Oswald."”

Hosty recalled its wording as, "If you have anything you
‘want to learn about me, come talk to me directly. TIf.you don't
cease bothering my wife, I will take appropriate action and
report this to proper authorities.”

Hosty's supervisor -- Kenneth Howe -- who claimed to have
seen the note, said that he seemed to recall it contained some
kind of threat but could ndﬁ'remember specificé. :

‘Aside from these three persons -- the receptionist, Agent
Hosty, and Agent Howe -- no one else who was interviewed by the
Bureau admitted having seen the note. Some indicated they under-
stood that the note contained a threat; however, this was hearsay
knowledge, having come primarily from conversations they had had
with the receptionist.

In attempting to determine what action was taken regarding
the note, the FBI learned that Hosty had placed the note in his
workbox -- where it remained until the day of the assassinatiocn.
Hosty participated in an interview of Oswald at the Dallas Po}ice
Department on the day of the assassination and returned to the
Field Office about an hour later, at which time he was callgd into
Shanklin's office. Howe was in the office along with Shanklin,
one of them displayed the threatening note and asked Hosty to ex-

plain its contents.

Ll-' e
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. By Hosty's account, he told them he. had interviewed Marina
Oswald and Mrs. Paine on November 1, 1963; and that when he parti-
cipated in the interview of Oswald at the Dallas Police Department,
Oswald, upon learning his name, commented that he wasnfhe one who
was talking to and bothering his wife -- that if the Agent wanted
to know something about Oswald he should have come and talked to
Oswald himself.

At this point, Hosty claims that Shanklin ordered Him to
prepare a memorandum setting forth the information regarding the
note and his interview with Marina Oswald and Mrs. Paine. He
stated that he did prepare.such a memorandum, three or four pages
in length, and delivered it to the Shanklin on the evening of )
November 22, 1963,

The secretary to whom Hosty claims to have dictated this
memorandum was interviewed by the Bureau. She said she had no

recollection of the memor andum.

Agent Howe said that it was he who found the note in Hosty's
workbox very soon after the assassination of President Kennedy.

He stated that he took the note_to Shanklin's office, but had no
recollection where the note may have gone or who may have had it
thereafter. He has no knowledge of the disposition of the note.

According to Hosty, approximately two hours after Oswald had

been pronounced dead on November 24, Howe told him that Shanklin
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wanted to see them. Hosty claims that upon arriving in Shanklin's
office, he was instructed by Shanklin to destroy both the note and
the November 22 memorandum regarding it. Hosty states that he com-
plied with these instructions by flushing them down the toilet.

Shanklin denies having any knowledge of Oswald’'s visit to
the Dallas Office or of Oswald's leaving a note there. He main-
tains that he did not issue any orders to destroy the note. In
fact, he claims that he had no knowledge of this entire matter
until July 1975.%* |

The personnel who were assigned to the Dallas Office in Nov-
ember 1963, and who have admitted personal knowledge of the Oswald
visit and note, have denied having any knowledge that the facts of
this matter were brought to the attention of FBI Headquafters.

However, William Sullivan, who was an Assistant Director at
the time of the assassination, has stated that he discussed the
Oswald case many times with Shanklin, and that Shanklin mentioned
on one occasion that '"he had an internal problem involving one of
his Agents who had received a threatening message from Oswald be-
cause the Agent was investigating Oswald.'" Sullivan recalls that

Shanklin seemed disinclined to discuss the matter other than to say

wla

* Ural Horton -- a recently retired Special Agent -- in an
affidavit submitted to the Bureau, swore that he mentioned the
note and the destruction to Shanklin in August 1974.
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he was handling it as a personnél problem with Assistant to the
Director, John P. Mohr. Mohr has denied under oath any knowledge
of the note or the destruction. gimilarly, all other living
Bureau officials in the chain of command of the two investigative
Divisions which supervised the Kennedy assassination case, each
furnished the Bureau with sworn statements denying any knowledge
of this matter.

‘Neither staff review of'Bureau documents noT interviews of
Messrs. Hosty and Shanklin has clarified any of the above noted
factual discrepancies. It is obviously important ‘that we determine
to our own satisfaction whether oOT not tﬁe existence and destruction
of the Oswald note were known to persons at Bureau headquarters,
as Bill Sullivan alleges. However, in that the Bufeéu has ad-
mitted receipt and destruction of the note, resolution of this
secondary issue is not directly relevant to the primary focus
of our inquiry. If time allows, the staff intends to take the

necessary investigative steps.

it . \A%m
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Identification of Areas Not Investigated

Our conclusions and recommendations are nécessarily affect-
edrby the limited scope of our investigation. As noted in the
introductory paragraphs, our investigation principally focused
on two gquestions: (1) whether the intelligence agencies pro-
vided the Warren Commission all available evidence, and'(Z}
whether khe assassination investigation was adequate.

The Seleét Committee made no attempt to investigate any
of the following: (1) the physical evidence, such as weapons,
trajectoriés; location of wounds, photographic evidence, autopsy
data, the Zapruder film, etc.; (2) suspicions that Jack Ruby
was part of a conspiracy to silence Oswald and Ruby's connec-
tions to various groups; (3) suspicions that Oswald was part
of a conspiracy involving érganized crime; or (4) suspicions
that right-wing or white hate groups were involved in the assas-
sination.

The Select Committee is aware that such areas of investi-
gation micht be fruitful; however, a conscious decision was
made not to overextend its authority or the limited time and
resources it had for the purpose of looking into these areas.
Thus, except to the extent that the intelligence agencies pos-
sessed relevant information in these areas.and withheld it from
the Warren Commission, the Select Committee has not considered

these matters.
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